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Abstract 
This paper analyses the interaction between national policies on the admission of highly-
skilled migrants and on the integration of migrants. There is a long-standing debate in the 
literature as to whether or not migration and integration policies are effective; however there 
is little consideration of the unintended consequences that these policies may have. We ar-
gue that, through their interaction, migration and integration policies have unintended conse-
quences, which create or contribute to social inequalities among migrants. We illustrate our 
argument through case studies of Germany and the Netherlands, based on expert interviews 
and interviews with highly-skilled migrants from Asia. Migrants reported facing linguistic, bu-
reaucratic and social challenges, and difficulties in finding employment. These disadvantages 
accumulate and interact with, for example, gender inequalities, adding up to a high price for 
migration. The evidence presented in this paper demonstrates the importance for policy-
makers to consider how policies interact with each other and what effects this can have. 
Keywords: 
Highly-skilled migration; integration; unintended consequences; social inequalities. 
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1. Introduction 
Immigration and integration policies are highly salient in the public and political debate in 
Europe at the moment, as a result of the significant transformations in migration processes 
currently taking place (Boswell 2016). However, national political responses within the Euro-
pean Union (EU) to migration are often not consistent. In practice, this became evident in the 
responses to the enormous influx of humanitarian migrants in 2015-2016, which placed gov-
ernments of EU member states under huge pressure to respond in an adequate and timely 
manner to these flows. In some national cases this sparked controversy due to native popu-
lations searching for housing or employment feeling threatened or side-lined by the inflow of 
refugees. The „Brexit‟ decision in the UK was at least partially predicated on the idea that 
immigration was out of control, and control could be reasserted by leaving the EU. Whether 
or not this turns out to be the case – because the UK was never bound by EU immigration 
law due to its opt-out, and may end up accepting continued free movement of EU citizens– it 
shows the belief held by the public that governments are in principle able to control phenom-
ena such as immigration flows. Control may however also be aimed at increasing immigra-
tion: many OECD countries are experiencing or will experience shortages in highly skilled 
labour in the near future, and in response these countries have adopted policies aimed at 
facilitating the recruitment of highly skilled migrants (e.g. Hercog and Wiesbrock 2016). In the 
realm of integration, the EU lacks centralised coordination measures, and as a result there 
are major differences observed between the integration strategies of the various EU member 
states (Wiesbrock 2011). Further differences may arise between national and local integra-
tion policies (Scholten 2016). 
Given the scale of immigration to European countries, and the corresponding social and po-
litical challenges for these societies, it is particularly pertinent to question how much control 
politicians really have over processes and outcomes related to migration and integration: Are 
state institutions in a position to design instruments precise enough to target specific chal-
lenges related to immigration, and adequately implement these? What are the consequences 
of these migration regimes, especially the social outcomes, for highly skilled migrants and 
their family members?  
We argue that migration and integration policies do not always have the expected outcomes 
and their intersection may create or contribute to social inequalities among migrants. In this 
paper we build on the existing work by scholars who compare Germany and the Netherlands 
due to their broad similarities in terms of institutions and migration history, and yet key differ-
ences in terms of immigration and integration policies (Ersanilli and Koopmans 2010; Euwals 
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et al. 2010). However, these studies have not addressed the unintended consequences of 
these policies and the resulting drawbacks for highly skilled migrants and their families. We 
identify how and why the interaction between migration and integration policies results in 
unintended consequences, and we analyse how these unintended consequences create or 
foster inequalities among highly skilled migrants in Germany and the Netherlands. The em-
pirical analysis is based on 118 semi-structured qualitative interviews with Asian migrants 
and experts conducted in Germany and the Netherlands in the period 2014-2016. The follow-
ing section sets out the analytical framework which is used to structure our findings. The em-
pirical section presents the findings from the fieldwork in Germany and the Netherlands, and 
the conclusion suggests avenues for future research. 
2. Unintended consequences, policy interactions, and social inequalities 
2.1 Unintended consequences of interacting migration and integration policies  
There is a long-standing debate in the academic literature about whether or not migration 
policies are effective; in other words whether migration policies have an impact on the vol-
ume, origin, direction and composition of migration flows (see Czaika and de Haas 2013). 
Bhagwati (2003: 99) observes that “the ability to control migration has shrunk as the desire to 
do so has increased”. With regards particularly to the US, scholars have critically argued that 
migration policies are seldom based in any evidence-based knowledge of the forces that 
shape international migration (Massey and Pren 2012). Instead, the degree of openness of 
policies might be significantly shaped by existing economic conditions and political ideologies 
(Meyers 2004). Three „policy gaps‟ account for the lack of effectiveness of migration policies: 
a discursive gap, resulting from the discrepancy between discourses about migration and 
actual migration policies on paper; an implementation gap, resulting from the incomplete or 
incorrect implementation of policies; and an efficacy gap, when migration policies do not 
have the intended effects on migration flows (Czaika and de Haas 2013). 
Especially the efficacy gap indicates that migration and integration policies may have unin-
tended effects, or even have the opposite effects from that which policymakers intended. 
There is little attention to this issue in the policy analysis literature; Hogwood and Gunn‟s 
impressive volume, for example, devotes only a short paragraph to the issue of “side effects” 
(1984: 225). There is also currently no systematic analysis of such effects in the European 
migration literature, beyond the recognition that multicultural policies may have unintended 
(negative) consequences for immigrants‟ integration in the host society (e.g. Ersanilli and 
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Koopmans 2011: 211). For the case of the US, authors give occasional empirical examples, 
such as increased border controls which did not decrease irregular migration but did increase 
migrant deaths (Castles 2004), and measures aimed at reducing circular undocumented mi-
gration which instead converted these flows into permanent migration (Massey et al. 2014).  
These unintended effects are not limited to policies controlling admission to a country‟s terri-
tory (i.e. migration policies); measures targeting migrants in the country of destination (i.e. 
integration policies) may also have unintended effects, either on their own or in interaction 
with admission policies. One example is the indirect tension between policies against irregu-
lar immigration, and citizenship acquisition policies: as members of ethnic minorities acquire 
citizenship in their country of destination, and therefore electoral rights, their political clout 
may contribute to pressure a government into softening its stance on irregular immigration of 
that ethnic group (Bhagwati 2003: 103).  
We draw here on the typology of unintended consequences developed by Burlyuk (2017), 
which seeks to classify and explain unintended consequences. Unintended consequences 
can be classified according to their mode, nature, origin, and target(s). So an analysis of un-
intended consequences of policies should question whether the consequence was anticipat-
ed and desired, which actor was responsible for and which affected by the consequence, and 
the effect of the consequence on the achievement of the original intention of the policy. A 
number of causes may account for unintended consequences of migration and integration 
policies, including interest conflicts between different groups that wield influence over migra-
tion policy-making (Freeman 2006); hidden agendas in migration policies which obscure the 
actual objectives of policy-makers (Castles 2004: 214); the framing of issues during the poli-
cy-making process and compromises between different actors involved (Czaika and de Haas 
2013: 491); incorrect or incomplete implementation of policies (e.g. Sabatier and Mazmanian 
1980); erroneous assumptions about the situation and about what others – in this case mi-
grants – will do (Burlyuk 2017: 1015-1016); or „blindness‟ of policy-makers to potential unin-
tended consequences because the desired and intended consequences are so important 
that no other option is considered (Burlyuk 2017).1  
In this paper we pick up on one particular cause of unintended consequences, namely the 
relationship between different policy instruments. Several scholars have studied the causes 
                                               
1
 Arguably the international competition for highly skilled migrants has taken on such proportions, with states 
competing to design the most attractive immigration options for the highly skilled (e.g. Cerna 2014). 
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and outcomes of policy „interactions‟ or policy „intersections‟ in the context of the relationship 
between monetary and fiscal policies (e.g. Dixit and Lambertini 2001) or between environ-
ment and energy policies (e.g. Nilsson et al. 2012). Policy interactions can result in unintend-
ed consequences due to conflicts between policy objectives, policy instruments, or imple-
mentation practices (ibid.). In terms of levels of analysis, policy interactions may be internal 
or external (taking place within one policy domain or between different policy domains) and 
horizontal or vertical (at the same level of governance or between different levels of govern-
ance) (Oikonomou and Jepma 2008: 135). The central argument of this paper is that the in-
teraction of migration and integration policies and their implementation at the national and 
local level results in unintended consequences, and in particular social inequalities for mi-
grants. 
 
2.2 Social inequalities as unintended consequences of migration and integration 
policies 
The previous sections have established that migration and integration policies can have di-
verse and often unforeseen impacts. One particular unintended consequence can be the 
creation or perpetuation of social inequalities for (highly skilled) migrants and their families.  
In recent literature, migration policies in general have been discussed in relation to inequali-
ties. For instance, policies toward immigrants create certain dichotomous migrant categories 
(e.g. „Europeans‟ vs. „non-Europeans‟) which in combination with other heterogeneities (e.g. 
gender, class, and ethnicity) can lead to unequal treatments of migrants with different legal 
status (Mügge and van der Haar 2016). Migration policies and inequalities are also dis-
cussed in relation to the access to citizenship that ensures the rights and participation of full 
members of society, while curtailing the rights and participation of others (Smith 2001). How-
ever, there may be a “trade-off” in numbers and rights (Ruhs and Martin 2008), meaning that 
with increasing inflows of migrants, the rights offered to them can tend to decrease. This 
might signify that, in comparison to low-skilled migrants, destination governments grant high-
ly skilled migrants more rights, since they are usually lower in numbers (Ruhs 2013). This 
does not however mean that highly skilled migrants and their families have through this 
granting of more rights also more benefits. For instance, Koopmans (2010) finds that espe-
cially generous welfare state regimes are likely to create unintended consequences linked to 
drawbacks among migrants, such as low labour market participation, high degrees of segre-
gation, and high involvement of immigrants in crime.  
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In addition to policies on migration, citizenship and rights, integration policies are both an 
important remedy for or source of inequalities. Language is an important trigger of disparities, 
and in fact opportunities in education, employment, building of relationships, and participation 
are much more limited through differences in language than for instance through religious 
pluralism (Brubaker 2014). This indicates that sound integration policies which actively incor-
porate migrants into society, such as through tailor-made language training, are key in order 
to reduce the degree of inequalities among migrants and non-migrants in destination socie-
ties.  
While interest in the political sociology of migration is growing, there is currently no systemat-
ic comparative analysis in the European migration literature of the unintended consequences 
of migration and integration policies for highly skilled migrants and their family members. 
From this vantage point, this paper not only analyses the effectiveness of policies by showing 
how the interaction between migration and integration policies can result in unintended con-
sequences, but it goes one step further and addresses how these processes are related to 
concrete outcomes, namely to the (re)production of inequalities among migrants. Social ine-
qualities are social dynamics of hierarchisation leading to advantageous or disadvantageous 
conditions among people in society (Grabb 2006). Scholars have employed different analyti-
cal lenses for focusing on the often overlapping material, symbolic, spatial and cultural di-
mensions of inequality, and have identified both ascribed (e.g. gender or age) and achieved 
(e.g. occupational position or education) determinants of inequalities. Regarding the mecha-
nisms through which social inequalities arise, scholars have identified for instance exploita-
tion, distantiation or exclusion (Therborn 2006) for material inequalities, distinction based on 
habitus (Bourdieu 1979) for symbolic inequalities, segregation (Musterd 2005) for spatial 
inequalities, and racialization, stigmatization, evaluation and standardization (Lamont et al. 
2014) for cultural process leading to inequalities. Social inequalities, and particularly the link 
to migration, have been overwhelmingly discussed from an economic point of view, for in-
stance related to income or wealth differences (Black et al. 2005), but relatively less attention 
has been paid to cultural processes provoking inequalities. 
Therefore, the empirical discussion below focuses on the working of these cultural aspects 
among highly skilled migrants as the unintended consequence of the interaction of migration 
and integration policies. Particularly, we focus on evaluation processes as a mechanism 
through which values are defined, institutionalised and assigned to individuals and groups in 
society. Evaluation “is a process that results in winners and losers, for example through rank-
ings, or the differential allocation of desirable resources” (Lamont et al. 2014, p.594). Evalua-
tion as a mechanism for inequality-related cultural processes may also take place through 
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migration and integration policies and the formal implementation procedures embodied in 
bureaucracy, which migrants are obliged to comply with. In addition, cultural disparities can 
be expressed through stigmatisation, understood as a social dynamic that “consists in desig-
nating symbolically, and qualifying negatively, identities and differences” (Lamont et al. 2014: 
589). Public and political discourses but also increasingly policies on paper and their bureau-
cratic implementation in many (if not all) European countries today can stigmatise immigrants 
to varying degrees or produce perceptions of stigmatisation.  
In the next section we show how evaluation and stigmatisation processes can result in the 
(re)production of social inequalities for highly skilled migrants (and their family members) in 
Germany and the Netherlands. Additionally, it is highlighted that these inequalities can even 
unleash other dynamics, sometimes linked to the change of migrants‟ intentions and behav-
iours.   
3. Discussion of Empirical Findings 
The empirical discussion below on the cases of Germany and the Netherlands shows that 
migration policies interact with national integration policies and thereby create several unin-
tended consequences. One important expression of these consequences discussed below 
are the (re)producing inequalities among migrants. 
 
3.1 Germany 
In German political discourse, motivations to create incentives for attracting highly skilled 
migrants are mainly associated with concerns related to occupational shortages in some sec-
tors of the economy (Zimmermann 2013), the competitiveness in the global economy (Bou-
cher 2016) and future demographic challenges (Fuchs and Kubis 2017).  
Just as several other EU member states, also the German government has sought to tackle 
these challenges by adjusting national migration policies (Cerna and Czaika 2016) and be-
came gradually involved in that what has been defined as the “global competition to attract 
highly skilled foreign labourers” (Boeri et al. 2012). Political endeavours were continuously 
made especially after the 2005 New Foreigner Law (NFL), by providing a privileged entrance 
for highly skilled migrants from non-EU countries (Martin 2012). Over the subsequent years, 
migration policies were frequently reformed in order to reduce formal barriers and attract 
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more non-EU professionals (Beine et al. 2016). This trend became apparent in different re-
forms, such as the lowering of income and investment ceilings for incoming migrants, the 
partial removal of labour market tests, the facilitation of the recognition of qualifications 
through the gradual systematisation of procedures (Hoffmeyer-Zlotnik et al. 2017), and the 
implementation of the EU Blue Card (Hanganu and Heß 2016).  
Integration policies were also progressively enhanced and particularly migrants‟ acculturation 
and labour market integration were emphasised (Federal Ministry of Labour and Social Af-
fairs 2016). Integration courses consisting of language and orientation classes, already intro-
duced in 2005 within the NFL (Schneider 2007), became compulsory for those non-EU mi-
grants who aim to obtain a long-term residence in Germany in the 2007 National Integration 
Plan (Kreienbrink and Rühl 2007). Additional measures for supporting individual migrants 
and fomenting their educational and labour market participation in society were included in 
the 2012 National Action Plan on Integration (Hoffmeyer-Zlotnik et al. 2017). The 2016 Inte-
gration Law has both institutionalised integration policies into a separate law and extended it 
to humanitarian migrants (Federal Ministry of Labour and Social Affairs 2016).  
The political intention to attract and integrate highly skilled migrants is, for instance, reflected 
in the intersection of migration and integration policies: highly skilled migrants entering the 
country (either through the national residence scheme or the Blue Card) receive an initial 
residence permit for the duration of 33 or 36 months, without being obligated to comply with 
integration requirements, nor explicitly supported to integrate through any kind of free 
measures. At first glance, this „freedom‟ might be considered as favourable for migrants, but 
it might equally pursue different (hidden) political goals: first, to quickly satisfy employers‟ 
needs for young, qualified and cheap labour forces (Zimmermann 2013); second, to increase 
the attractiveness of Germany for highly skilled migrants by signalling that labour market ac-
cess is liberated from major formal barriers; third, to minimise public concerns related to im-
migration, since the implementation of integration measures from the beginning of the stay 
can indicate a promise of permanent residence (Ruhs 2013); and fourth, to implement a pro-
bationary time to test migrants‟ long-term suitability in the labour market through self-
selection mechanisms (Goldring and Landolt 2013).  
This „freedom‟ in integration also has unintended and undesired effects, which might be 
linked to changing intentions and the premature outmigration of the highly skilled migrants 
(and their family members) so needed in Germany. In this vein, there is evidence that inte-
gration barriers in Germany are frequently perceived by immigrants as very high. The rea-
sons for this evaluation are diverse, ranging from difficulties to socialise in everyday life, to 
find adequate housing, to communicate with colleagues and superiors at the workplace, or to 
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deal with formal institutions (Aksakal and Schmidt 2017). For migrants, especially the initial 
period of stay represents a rush hour in their life abroad because during this period they 
need to deal with a range of often challenging tasks in the relocation and integration process, 
including language acquisition, which has been identified as a major initial barrier for immi-
grants (Portes and Rumbaut 1996). Our evidence indicates that linguistic skills in general 
and specific technical and cultural knowledge in some spheres, as well as exchange with and 
guidance from others, are of particular relevance. A sphere where these skills are especially 
needed is in the bureaucracy which represents the implementation level of policies, including 
the formal evaluation of migrants. Bureaucratic tasks demand from migrants not only at the 
beginning but also during their stay a certain type of „knowledge skill‟ (Machin and Stehr 
2016) and frequent interaction with institutions. It has been observed that migrants are, es-
pecially at the local government level, frequently discriminated institutionally due to lower 
quality responses by clerks, which potentially discourages them from applying for social ben-
efits (Hemker and Rink 2017). Our findings indicate that challenges for migrants resulting 
from bureaucracy can be expressed in very different ways. Consider the feedback of an in-
terviewed expert:  
There are many challenges migrants confront at the beginning of their residence; however the 
bureaucracy is often a central issue…On the one hand, they are confronted with still too com-
plex procedures and on the other, they can be treated inappropriately by clerks, because they 
do not listen to them carefully and are not interested in particular issues they have (Lars, labour 
market expert). 
Experts from civil society critically noted that increasing rationalisation of bureaucratic proce-
dures, often linked to public budget cuts, represent a concrete expression of the neoliberal 
agenda in Germany. These shifts in bureaucracy are detrimental for effective institutional 
procedures, especially in the light of growing and increasingly diverse inflows of migrants. 
Diverse conditions have been identified as contributing to these circumstances, such as per-
sonnel shortages and insufficient linguistic preparedness of clerks, which is frequently ex-
pressed in difficulties to formally deal with migrants in other languages than German. Moreo-
ver, several experts identified deficiencies in institutional coordination on supranational, 
member state and local as a significant issue. Similar to other European member states, 
such as the Netherlands (Scholten, 2016), Germany has indeed established a centralised 
national coordination framework, which is however not effectively interacting with European 
and local-level institutions.      
Migration experts have noted that these existing structural conditions, in combination with the 
high humanitarian inflows during 2015 and 2016, have significantly aggravated bureaucratic 
procedures. With the relatively abrupt increase in humanitarian flows, not only have populist 
discourses been strengthened (Vehrkamp and Wratil 2017) but as a consequence also some 
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existing policies and institutional practices have been altered. This has important effects for 
the bureaucratic evaluation and treatment of migrants, including that of highly skilled mi-
grants and their family members, because in general terms institutional routines, such as the 
regulation of migrants‟ residence permits, recognition of qualifications, and conditions relating 
to employment, housing or health, have changed. This contributes to long-lasting formal pro-
cedures as a result of increasing pressure, confusion and overload among the staff of institu-
tions evaluating migrants.  
As a result of the previously noted „freedom‟ in integration, in combination with the institu-
tional issues in bureaucratic evaluation, a range of interviewed migrants complained about 
both bureaucracy and institutional treatments and perceived these as a barrier for their over-
all integration. It was frequently argued that time slots in appointments are too shortly calcu-
lated, much information and documents are not available in different languages, or – as re-
flected in the statement of one highly skilled female interviewee – clerks are not willing to 
deal with migrants in other languages: 
(…) whenever I come into a contact with the German bureaucracy, like at the foreigners' office 
or like address registration place(…) I don't know if this is real or my own perception, but like 
I've been told "I can't help you, you need to bring a German person with you here" …I mean she 
said that to me in English, so she obviously understands English and I didn't really quite under-
stand you know, why she felt the need to tell me that I need to bring someone else to translate 
things. (…) I wonder if it's an instance of racial discrimination (Akari, 1983, female, professional, 
Japan). 
A deficient understanding of the language, culture and bureaucratic procedures can be linked 
in different ways to inequalities (Machin and Stehr 2016), not only objectively (i.e. in compar-
ison to others) but as the quotation indicates also subjectively (i.e. perceptions of personal 
non-acceptance and exclusion). Especially among first-time movers, certain institutional 
practices within bureaucratic evaluation are perceived as acts of stigmatisation, regardless of 
whether this was intended or not. Next to these personal perceptions, our findings also indi-
cate that in the evaluation of migrants on the political and bureaucratic level, the general as-
sumption exists that highly skilled migrants have largely homogeneous attributes, including 
the same knowledge and skill levels, migration background and needs. These observations 
show the two different ways evaluation and stigmatisation can be linked to each other and 
serve as mechanisms for cultural inequalities.  
The previous discussion indicates that the „freedom‟ in integration in Germany, in fact repre-
sents for many highly skilled migrants residing in Germany an „integration vacuum‟ which can 
be linked to disadvantages for some migrants, such as first-time movers: due to limited expe-
rience they may need more knowledge, exchange and guidance than others, but do not have 
adequate access to supportive measures. It is therefore not surprising that these migrants 
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often perceive bureaucratic procedures and treatments in institutions as a clear expression of 
stigmatisation and discrimination. For highly skilled migrants and their family members, the 
„integration vacuum‟ amounts to an absence of free formal learning opportunities, guidance 
and exchange. Integration courses could serve to overcome several of the previously noted 
issues because these courses aim to equip migrants with a better orientation in Germany, 
including a better understanding of cultural, political, economic and bureaucratic dynamics; 
provide migrants in a relatively short time with sufficient „language capital‟ (Dustmann 1999); 
and enable migrants to engage in exchange with peers and teachers, and thereby learn 
strategies to find and use relevant information and to deal with the bureaucratic apparatus in 
Germany (Lochner et al. 2013).  
Our findings also indicate that disadvantages can be accumulative among some migrants in 
Germany. In addition to drawbacks related to bureaucratic barriers in the light of an „integra-
tion vacuum‟, some migrants can experience other detriments due to a lack of personal and 
professional social capital (Lin 2000). Professional social capital can be provided by col-
leagues employed to support foreign employees, for instance through internal language 
courses or specialised human resource departments frequently institutionalised in large and 
internationally oriented firms. In this case, migrant workers can rely on the support of lan-
guage instructors or lawyers in order to understand formal procedures or to deal with bu-
reaucratic tasks. Migrants who lack such capital may also experience disadvantages in other 
spheres of life (such as the personal social sphere), and the accumulation of disadvantages 
can have an even stronger influence on their future mobility plans. This may explain the dis-
crepancy between initial long-term residence intentions and de facto short duration of stays 
in Germany, such as for Indian highly skilled migrants in Germany (Faist et al. 2017). 
 
3.2 The Netherlands 
Dutch migration policy is also predicated on the need to attract highly skilled migrants to the 
Netherlands; this was the main rationale behind the Modern Migration Policy, which entered 
into force in 2013 (Ministry of the Interior and Kingdom Relations 2011). There is a clear dis-
tinction in the evaluation of highly skilled migrants as opposed to other labour migrants: 
“Dutch labour migration policy is geared towards enhancing the knowledge-based economy 
and attracting highly educated people. For the top segment of the labour market the labour 
migration policy is inviting. For other third-country nationals who want to come to the Nether-
lands for economic reasons the admissions policy is restrictive” (European Migration Network 
2016: 17). The positive value assigned to highly skilled migrants is expressed through migra-
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tion and integration policies: highly skilled migrants and their partners do not need to comply 
with civic integration requirements, and their partners also have access to the labour market 
without needing a work permit (European Migration Network 2013: 4). Thus, the same „free-
dom‟ in integration exists in the Netherlands as in Germany. 
The positive evaluation of highly skilled immigrants stands in stark contrast to the extreme 
politicisation and stigmatisation surrounding the issue of integration. Over time, and particu-
larly with the rise of populist right-wing parties in the early 2000s, Dutch integration policy has 
become more assimilationist. Today, integration policy is focussed on acquisition of the 
Dutch language and knowledge of Dutch society and the labour market. Personal responsi-
bility is emphasised: migrants are responsible for completing the integration trajectory within 
three years after arrival in the Netherlands, or face a fine. In order to cover the costs of inte-
gration courses and exams, migrants are eligible for a loan of up to €10,000. Family migrants 
furthermore must complete a basic integration course in their country of origin before they 
travel to the Netherlands (Algemene Rekenkamer 2017). In sum, these measures can be 
seen as serving a dual purpose: both integration, and migration control (Bruquetas-Callejo et 
al. 2011: 21). Exempting highly skilled migrants from these onerous integration requirements 
highlights the positive value which the Dutch government assigns to this group, and aligns 
with the government‟s objective to facilitate highly skilled immigration to the Netherlands. 
However, this very assumption – that exempting highly skilled migrants from integration re-
quirements makes the Netherlands a more attractive destination for long-term or permanent 
settlement – does not seem to be playing out in practice. In fact, it is having the unintended 
(and completely contradictory) consequence of making migrants more likely to choose to 
leave the Netherlands. In our interviews, highly skilled migrants reported feeling lonely in the 
Netherlands. Although Dutch people speak good English, and this makes the initial process 
of settling into the Netherlands relatively easy, migrants reported that in social settings Dutch 
people prefer to speak Dutch, and it therefore becomes difficult to establish friendships. In 
addition, partners of highly skilled migrants – often highly skilled themselves – reported diffi-
culties with finding a job due to language barriers, despite in theory and on paper having free 
access to the labour market. One family migrant from India summed up the frustration re-
garding the contradictions in Dutch policy: highly skilled migrants can freely bring their part-
ners with them to the Netherlands, there are no integration requirements and the partners 
may work, but in practice they face a number of barriers: 
Getting a visa is so easy, they treat you as a highly skilled migrant, but once you start looking 
for a job, you have to speak Dutch… All the websites are in English, but they still want you to 
speak Dutch. If Dutch was so mandatory they should keep the prices for the [language] classes 
reasonable… At least they should have told I had to speak Dutch (Sabita, 1985, female, family 
member, India). 
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This quote also shows that the emphasis on Dutch language was not something that mi-
grants were aware of before they came to the Netherlands. 
This unintended consequence is undesirable, because it hinders the achievement of the orig-
inal policy objective, namely encouraging highly skilled migrants to establish themselves in 
the Netherlands. If highly skilled migrants feel socially isolated in the Netherlands and if their 
partners struggle to find work, they will naturally contemplate moving to another country or 
returning to the country of origin (e.g. WODC 2014: 73). Indeed, experiences of current mi-
grants may affect future migration flows too: “rare are the migrants without contacts among 
compatriots already living and working in Europe who relay their own experiences at work, in 
shops, and at government offices” (Doomernik et al. 2009: 19). If highly skilled migrants con-
sider staying permanently or naturalising in the Netherlands, the „freedom‟ in integration dis-
appears and they will have to take the civic integration exam, at which point not having 
learned Dutch previously will become an obstacle (European Migration Network 2013: 36). 
This shows, therefore, that just as in Germany this „freedom‟ should not be considered an 
advantage but rather an „integration vacuum‟. 
These adverse consequences of exempting highly skilled migrants from integration require-
ments could arguably have been anticipated, even though evaluations of the highly skilled 
migrant scheme have focussed on the effect for the Dutch knowledge economy and the ex-
istence of abuses of the system (European Migration Network 2013: 29-30), not on the expe-
riences of migrants and their family members concerned. A 2013 report by the European 
Migration Network recognises that Dutch policy on highly skilled immigration concerns mainly 
immigration measures (European Migration Network 2013), and that highly skilled migrants 
often do not feel at home in the Netherlands and live in a form of segregation (id., 17). A 
2015 report by SEO Economic Research acknowledged the importance of employment for 
partners of highly skilled migrants, and estimated this effect: “The probability of staying in the 
Netherlands after five years is 18 percentage points higher for highly skilled migrants with 
employed partners” (SEO Economic Research 2015: 31). The policymakers who were inter-
viewed for this research also understood the need to make the Netherlands more attractive 
for partners of highly skilled migrants.  
Responsibility for this unintended consequence can be allocated to the different actors with a 
stake in Dutch migration and integration policy. The Ministry of Economic Affairs believes 
that highly skilled migrants can have positive effect on the Dutch economy and wants to en-
courage more such immigration, but is not actually responsible for making policy on migra-
tion. Instead, the Ministry of Social Affairs and Employment plays a central role in labour mi-
gration as it has responsibility for the protection of the Dutch labour market and also for inte-
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gration policy. Integration policy in the Netherlands has become mainstreamed, meaning that 
immigrants are targeted with the same instruments as the native Dutch population (e.g. 
Scholten et al. 2017). The only elements of „integration policy‟ that really remain are the lan-
guage and civic integration exams, and this policy places responsibility on the individual mi-
grant for his/her progress towards passing those exams. Dutch policy therefore stigmatises 
migrants by assigning to them responsibility for their failure to integrate.  
How has the situation arisen in which the combination of Dutch policy on highly skilled migra-
tion and on integration combine to produce unintended consequences? This case is an in-
stance of policymakers being „blind‟ to potential unintended consequences because the de-
sired and intended consequences are so important (Burlyuk 2017: 1016). The policymakers 
interviewed for the research often talked in very general terms about the positive impact of 
highly skilled migrants for the Dutch economy, but much seemed to be assumed rather than 
documented. Some interviewees even admitted that there might be a difference between the 
theory and practice of highly skilled migration; for example, because the scale of highly 
skilled migration to the Netherlands is relatively small, the macro-economic effect is likely to 
be minimal. There is thus a certain ignorance or disregard for the actual impact of the policy, 
but highly skilled immigration is a blind spot for policymakers because it is such an important 
objective. This is coupled with an erroneous assumption about migrants‟ behaviour. It is as-
sumed that waiving integration requirements for both the migrant and the partner will make 
the Netherlands a more attractive destination for highly skilled migrants. However, this „inte-
gration vacuum‟ can have the unintended consequence that migrants who are socially isolat-
ed in the Netherlands and whose partners struggle to find work as a result of not speaking 
Dutch are not likely to settle for an expanded period of time. In addition, immigration policy 
does not alone account for highly skilled migrants‟ choice of destination; economic factors, 
the openness of professional markets, the tertiary education system, and the level of toler-
ance in a society all play a role (Doomernik et al. 2009). 
In this case study, it is particularly women who are affected by the unintended consequences 
of the interaction of migration and integration policies. The report by SEO Economic Re-
search analysed 8,445 highly skilled migrants with a partner from 2005-2012. Of those cou-
ples, in 14% the woman was the migrant; in 86% the woman was the partner. In other words, 
there is a gender bias in highly skilled migrant couples, because mostly the man is the mi-
grant (and therefore by definition in employment). By the end of the observation period, only 
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18% of partners of highly skilled migrants had a job in the Netherlands (SEO Economic Re-
search 2015, p.40).2  This means that migrant women, who may already face gender ine-
qualities in the labour market and career setbacks when starting a family, potentially lose 
extra time on the labour market due to being unemployed while living abroad. These women 
therefore face the accumulated inequalities linked to gender inequalities (present for all 
women in a society) plus the inequalities resulting from evaluation processes related to their 
status as migrants. Despite the positive value assigned to highly skilled immigrants by Dutch 
policy, these migrants still face practical difficulties to access the labour market, resulting in 
economic inequalities. 
4. Conclusions 
This paper addressed, from a political sociology viewpoint, the interaction of migration and 
integration policies for highly skilled migrants in two European countries, the resulting unin-
tended consequences, and the links to cultural processes linked to inequalities. The analysis 
shows that migration and integration policies are in many aspects similar regarding the ob-
jective to attract highly skilled migrants by providing, in comparison to other migrants, more 
simplified admission procedures in Germany and the Netherlands. In both countries, there 
are also intensive political discourses on migrants‟ integration, but an „integration vacuum‟ 
exists for highly skilled migrants: there is no obligation for them or their spouses to participate 
in language training or orientation courses during the first years of residence. The major ob-
jectives of such policies seem to be, on the one hand, to respond to employer demands in 
the short-term by providing qualified foreign workers without long admission procedures, and 
on the other hand to further increase the attractiveness of the two destination countries by 
avoiding high entrance barriers and onerous integration requirements at the beginning of 
stays.  
However, intersecting migration and integration regimes in both countries produce several 
unintended consequences, including inequalities among migrants and spouses. There is 
evidence that the absence of any integration requirements, as well as the absence of explicit 
                                               
2
 The preponderance of male highly skilled migrants in the Netherlands may be due to the jobs they come to fulfil, 
which are mainly in IT – a sector which is still characterised by gender stereotypes in addition to an unfavourable 
work-life balance (Kofman 2014: 122). 
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support for integration during the first years, can entail several consequences, including for 
example the difficulties with bureaucracy in Germany and building of social relationships and 
integrating in the labour market in the Netherlands. This shows that policies in both countries 
do not represent a „freedom‟ in the incorporation into society, but rather an „integration vacu-
um‟. These circumstances are aggravated by relatively unprepared and inflexible institutions 
which are especially under pressure in light of emerging challenges in relation to humanitari-
an migration.  
In Germany, formal bureaucratic evaluation in conjunction with the „integration vacuum‟ can 
have the unintended consequence of uneven conditions for highly skilled migrants in com-
parison to migrants in other legal categories (e.g. international students) as well as producing 
perceptions of stigmatisation among these migrants. Highly skilled migrants do not represent 
a homogenous group of people. Not all of them are able to quickly and independently adapt 
to Germany which shows that the evaluation on the political and bureaucratic level is rather 
misleading, producing drawbacks for some migrants. In the case of absence of other sources 
of support and orientation, it might entail the accumulation of additional detriments. The 
German economy seems to be affected by onward or return migration of highly skilled mi-
grants which, in the light of acute labour shortage and future demographic pressures, repre-
sents an unintended and undesired outcome for the country.  
In the Netherlands, the unintended consequences of migration and integration policies for 
highly skilled migrants were isolation and experiences of loneliness in the everyday life, and 
difficulties for spouses to find work as a result of lacking language skills. Highly skilled wom-
en who accompany their spouses face symbolic and material inequalities as a result of mi-
gration, in the form of experiences of loneliness in the everyday life, and difficulties to find 
work. These combine with gender inequalities in the economic and cultural sphere, adding 
up to a high price for migrating.  
Hitherto, only few studies focused on the accumulation of inequalities related to cultural dy-
namics emerging from migration or integration policies, to which this paper contributed an 
additional comparative analysis. Future research should pay particular attention to the way in 
which policy interactions can produce unintended consequences which may contribute to 
cumulative social inequalities. In doing so, not only can a better understanding of contempo-
rary interlinkages between different policy areas and long-lasting disadvantages be pro-
duced, but also theory building in migration and inequality studies might advance. 
Working Papers – Center on Migration, Citizenship and Development 
 19 
References 
Aksakal, M. and Schmidt, K. (2017) Temporary migrants‟ experiences, perceptions and 
motivations in Asian-German transnational spaces. In: Pitkänen, P, M. Korpela, M. Aksakal, 
and K. Schmidt (eds.): Characteristics of temporary migration in Asian-European 
transnational social spaces. Dordrecht: Springer, 177-192. 
Algemene Rekenkamer (2017) Inburgering. Eerste resultaten van de Wet inburgering 2013, 
https://www.rekenkamer.nl/publicaties/rapporten/2017/01/24/inburgering, accessed 13 March 
2018. 
Beine, M., Boucher, A., Burgoon, B., Crock, M., Gest, J., Hiscox, M. and Thielemann, E. 
(2016) Comparing Immigration Policies: An Overview from the IMPALA Database. 
International Migration Review 50(4): 827–863. 
Bhagwati, J. (2003) Borders Beyond Control. Foreign Affairs 82(1): 98-104. 
Black, R., Natali, C., and Skinner, J. (2005) Migration and inequality, at: 
http://www.migrationdrc.org/publications/other_publications/Migration_and_Inequality, 
accessed 16 April 2018. 
Boeri, T., Brücker, H., Docquier, F., and Rapoport, H. (2012) (eds.). Brain Drain and Brain 
Gain: The Global Competition to Attract High-Skilled Migrants. Oxford: Oxford University 
Press. 
Boswell, C. (2016) Understanding and Tackling the Migration Challenge. The Role of 
Research, at ec.europa.eu/research/social-sciences/pdf/other_pubs/ migration_conference 
_report_2016.pdf, accessed 13 March 2018.  
Boucher, A. (2016) Gender, migration and the global race for talent. Manchester: Manchester 
University Press. 
Bourdieu, P. (1979) Distinctions: A Social Critique of the Judgment of Taste. Cambridge, MA: 
Harvard University Press. 
Brubaker, R. (2014) Linguistic and religious pluralism: between difference and inequality. 
Journal of Ethnic and Migration Studies 41(1): 3–32.  
Working Papers – Center on Migration, Citizenship and Development 
 20 
Bruquetas-Callejo, M., Garcés-Mascareñas, B., Penninx, R. and Scholten, P. (2011) 
Policymaking related to immigration and integration. The Dutch Case. IMISCOE Working 
Paper No. 15, at http://www.mighealth.net/nl/images/8/8c/Brus.pdf, accessed 13 March 
2018. 
Burlyuk, O. (2017) The „oops!‟ of EU engagement abroad: analysing unintended 
consequences of EU external action. Journal of Common Market Studies 55(5): 1009-1025.  
Castles, S. (2004) Why migration policies fail. Ethnic and Racial Studies 27(2): 205-227.  
Cerna, L. (2014) The EU Blue Card: Preferences, policies, and negotiations between 
Member States. Migration Studies 2(1): 73-96.  
Cerna, L. and Czaika, M. (2016) European Policies to Attract Talent: The Crisis and Highly 
Skilled Migration Policy Changes. In A. Triandafyllidou and I. Isaakyan (Eds.), High Skill 
Migration and Recession: Gendered Perspectives. London: Palgrave Macmillan, 22–43. 
Czaika, M. and de Haas, H. (2013) The Effectiveness of Immigration Policies. Population and 
Development Review, 39(3), 487-508. 
Dixit, A. and Lambertini, L. (2001) Monetary-fiscal policy interactions and commitment versus 
discretion in a monetary union. European Economic Review 45(4-6): 977-987. 
Doomernik, J. M. J., Koslowski, R. and Thränhardt, D. (2009) The battle for the brains. Why 
immigration policy is not enough to attract the highly skilled. Brussels Forum Paper Series. 
Washington D.C.: The German Marshall Fund of the United States, at 
https://pure.uva.nl/ws/files/799871/80879_317788.pdf, accessed 13 March 2018 
Dustmann, C. (1999) Temporary Migration, Human Capital, and Language Fluency of 
Migrants. Scandinavian Journal of Economics 101(2): 297–314. 
Ersanilli, E. and Koopmans, R. (2011) Do Immigrant Integration Policies Matter? A Three-
Country Comparison among Turkish Immigrants. West European Politics 34(2): 208-234. 
Ersanilli, E. and Koopmans, R. (2010) Rewarding integration? Citizenship regulations and 
the socio-cultural integration of immigrants in the Netherlands, France and Germany. Journal 
of Ethnic and Migration Studies 36(5): 773-791. 
European Migration Network (2016) Annual Policy Report 2015. Migration and Asylum in the 
Netherlands, at https://ec.europa.eu/home-affairs/sites/homeaffairs/ 
Working Papers – Center on Migration, Citizenship and Development 
 21 
files/what-we-do/networks/european_migration_network/reports/docs/annual-policy/ 
annual-policy-20a_netherlands_apr_part2_en.pdf, accessed 13 March 2018 
European Migration Network (2013) EMN Focussed Study 2013. Attracting Highly Qualified 
and Qualified Third-Country Nationals, at https://ec.europa.eu/home-
affairs/sites/homeaffairs/files/what-we-do/networks/european_migration_network/reports/ 
docs/emn-studies/attracting/19._netherlands_national_report_attracting_ 
highlyqualifiedtcns_july2013_final_en.pdf, accessed 13 March 2018. 
Euwals, R., Dagevos, J., Gijsberts, M. and Roodenburg, H. (2010) Citizenship and Labour 
Market Position: Turkish Immigrants in Germany and the Netherlands. International Migration 
Review 44(3): 513-538. 
Faist, T., Aksakal, M., and Schmidt, K. (2017) Indian high-skilled Migrants and International 
Students in Germany – Migration Behaviours, Intentions and Development Effects. 
Gütersloh: Verlag Bertelsmann Stiftung. 
Federal Ministry of Labour and Social Affairs (2016) Das neue Integrationsgesetz, at 
http://www.bmas.de/SharedDocs/Downloads/DE/PDFMeldungen/2016/hintergrundpapier-
zum-integrationsgesetz.pdf?__blob=publicationFile&v=6, accessed 13 March 2018. 
Freeman, G. P. (2006) National models, policy types, and the politics of immigration in liberal 
democracies. West European Politics 29(2): 227-247.  
Fuchs, J. and Kubis, A. (2017) Demografie und Fachkräftemangel: Warum Deutschland 
qualifizierte Zuwanderer braucht. In Bertelsmann Stiftung (Ed.), Faire 
Fachkräftezuwanderung nach Deutschland (pp.27–44). Gütersloh: Verlag Bertelsmann 
Stiftung. 
Goldring, L. and Landolt, P. (2013) The Conditionality of Legal Status and Rights: 
Conceptualizing Precarious Non-citizenship in Canada. In L. Goldring and P. Landolt (Eds.), 
Producing and Negotiating Non-citizenship. Precarious Legal Status in Canada (pp.3–69). 
Toronto and London: University of Toronto Press. 
Grabb, E. G. (2006) Theories of Social Inequality. Toronto: Nelson Canada. 
Hanganu, E. and Heß, B. (2016) Die Blaue Karte EU in Deutschland. Kontext und 
Ergebnisse der BAMF-Befragung (Forschungsbericht No. 27). Nürnberg: BAMF, at 
https://www.bamf.de/SharedDocs/Anlagen/DE/Publikationen/Forschungsberichte/fb27-blaue-
karte-eu.pdf, accessed 13 March 2018. 
Working Papers – Center on Migration, Citizenship and Development 
 22 
Hemker, J. and Rink, A. (2017). Multiple Dimensions of Bureaucratic Discrimination: 
Evidence from German Welfare Offices. American Journal of Political Science 61(4): 786–
803. 
Hercog, M. and Wiesbrock, A. (2016) Highly Skilled Migration to the European Union and the 
United States. In D. J. Besharov and M. H. Lopez (Eds.), Adjusting to a world in 
Motion. Trends in Global Migration and Migration Policy. New York: Oxford University Press, 
232–263. 
Hoffmeyer-Zlotnik, P., Grote, J., Konar, Ö. and Tangermann, J. (2017) Migration, Integration, 
Asylum. Political Developments in Germany 2016. Nürnberg: BAMF, at 
http://www.bamf.de/SharedDocs/Anlagen/EN/Publikationen/EMN/Politikberichte/emn-
politikbericht-2016-germany.pdf, accessed 13 March 2018. 
Hogwood, B. and Gunn, L. (1984) Policy Analysis for the Real World. Oxford: Oxford 
University Press. 
Kofman, E. (2014) Towards a Gendered Evaluation of (Highly) Skilled Immigration Policies in 
Europe. International Migration 52(3): 116-128.  
Koopmans, R. (2010) Trade-Offs between Equality and Difference: Immigrant Integration, 
Multiculturalism and the Welfare State in Cross-National Perspective. Journal of Ethnic and 
Migration Studies 36(1): 1–26.  
Kreienbrink, A. and Rühl, S. (2007) Familiennachzug in Deutschland, Kleinstudie IV im 
Rahmen des Europäischen Migrationsnetzwerks. Nürnberg: BAMF. 
Lamont, M., Beljean, S. and Clair, M. (2014) What is missing? Cultural processes and causal 
pathways to inequality. Socio-Economic Review 12: 573–608.  
Lin, N. (2000) Inequality in Social Capital. Contemporary Sociology 29(6): 785–795. 
Lochner, S., Büttner, T. and Schuller, K. (2013) Das Integrationspanel. Langfristige 
Integrationsverläufe von ehemaligen Teilnehmenden an Integrationskursen. Nürnberg: 
BAMF, at: http://www.bamf.de/SharedDocs/Anlagen/DE/Publikationen/WorkingPapers/wp52-
abschluss-integrationspanel.html, accessed 13 March 2018. 
Machin, A. and Stehr, N. (2016) Inequality in Modern Societies: Causes, Consequences and 
Challenges. In A. Machin and N. Stehr (Eds.) Understanding Inequality: Social Costs and 
Benefits. Wiesbaden: Springer VS, 33-34. 
Working Papers – Center on Migration, Citizenship and Development 
 23 
Martin, P. (2012) Attracting Highly Skilled Migrants: US Experience and Lessons for the EU, 
at http://cadmus.eui.eu/handle/1814/23481, accessed 13 March 2018 
Massey, D. S., Durand, J. and Pren, K. A. (2014) Explaining Undocumented Migration to the 
U.S. International Migration Review, 48(4): 1028–1061.  
Massey, D. S. and Pren, K. A. (2012) Unintended Consequences of US Immigration Policy: 
Explaining the Post-1965 Surge from Latin America. Population and Development Review 
38(1): 1–29. 
Meyers, E. (2004) International Immigration Policy. A Theoretical and Comparative Analysis. 
Basingstoke: Palgrave Macmillan. 
Ministry of the Interior and Kingdom Relations (2011) Wet modern migratiebeleid, at 
https://www.rijksoverheid.nl/binaries/rijksoverheid/documenten/brochures/2010/08/ 
27/factsheet-wetsvoorstel-modern-migratiebeleid/b-6626-fs-modern-migratiebeleid-otten.pdf, 
accessed 13 March 2018. 
Musterd, S. (2005) Social and Ethnic Segregation in Europe: Levels, Causes, and Effects. 
Journal for Urban Affairs, 27(3): 331-348 
Mügge, L. and van der Haar, M. (2016) Who Is an Immigrant and Who Requires Integration? 
Categorizing in European Policies. In B. Garces-Mascarenas & R. Penninx (Eds.), 
Integration Processes and Policies in Europe. Contexts, Levels and Actors. Cham: Springer 
Open, 77–90. 
Nilsson, M., Zamparutti, T., Petersen, J. E., Nykvist, B., Rudberg, P. and McGuinn, J. (2012) 
Understanding Policy Coherence: Analytical Framework and Examples of Sector-
Environment Policy Interactions in the EU. Environmental Policy and Governance, 22, 395-
423. 
Oikonomou, V. and Jepma, C. J. (2008) A framework on interactions of climate and energy 
policy instruments. Mitigation and Adaptation Strategies for Global Change 13: 131-156. 
Ruhs, M. (2013) The Price of Rights. Regulating International Labor Migration. Princeton and 
Oxford: Princeton University Press. 
Ruhs, M. and Martin, P. (2008) Numbers vs. Rights: Trade-Offs and Guest Worker 
Programs. International Migration Review 42(1): 249–265.  
Working Papers – Center on Migration, Citizenship and Development 
 24 
Sabatier, P. and Mazmanian, D. (1980) The Implementation of Public Policy: A Framework of 
Analysis. Policy Studies Journal 8(4): 538-560. 
Schneider, J. (2007) Rückblick: Zuwanderungsgesetz 2005. Bonn: Bundeszentrale für 
politische Bildung, at http://www.bpb.de/gesellschaft/migration/dossier-
migration/56351/zuwanderungsgesetz-2005?p=all, accessed 13 March 2018 
Scholten, P. W. A., Collett, E. and Petrovic, M. (2017) Mainstreaming migrant integration? A 
critical analysis of a new trend in integration governance. International Review of 
Administrative Sciences, 83(2): 283-302.  
Scholten, P. (2016) Between National Models and Multi-Level Decoupling: The Pursuit of 
Multi-Level Governance in Dutch and UK Policies Towards Migrant Incorporation, Journal of 
International Migration and Integration 17(4): 973–994. 
SEO Economic Research (2015) Attracting and retaining highly skilled migrants in the 
Netherlands. SEO report 2015-88, at http://www.seo.nl/uploads/media/2015-
88_Attracting_and_retaining_highly_skilled_migrants_in_the_Nederlands.pdf, accessed 13 
March 2018. 
Smith, R. (2001) Citizenship: political. In N. J. Smelser and P. Baltes (Eds.), International 
Encylopedia of the Social & Behavioral Sciences (pp.1857-1860). New York: Pergamon. 
Therborn, G. (2006) Inequalities of the world: New theoretical frameworks, multiple empirical 
approaches. London: Verso. 
Vehrkamp, R. and Wratil, C. (2017) A Populist Moment? Populist Attitudes of Voters and 
Non-Voters before the German Federal Election 2017. Gütersloh: Bertelsmann Stiftung. 
Wiesbrock, A. (2011) The integration of immigrants in Sweden: a model for the European 
Union? International Migration, 49(4): 48-66. 
WODC (Wetenschappelijk Onderzoek- en Documentatiecentrum) (2014) Gezocht: 
buitenlands toptalent. Evaluatie van de Regeling Hoogopgeleiden. The Hague: Ministry of 
Security and Justice, at https://www.wodc.nl/binaries/cahier-2014-4-volledige-tekst_tcm28-
72935.pdf, accessed 13 March 2018. 
Zimmermann, K. F. (2013) Reflexionen zur Zukunft der Arbeit. In H. Hinte and K. F. 
Zimmermann (Eds.), Zeitenwende auf dem Arbeitsmarkt Wie der demografische Wandel die 
Erwerbsgesellschaft verändert. Bonn: Bundeszentrale für Politische Bildung, 14–61. 
